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NOTES OF CASES. 

Equitable Title in Action of Ejectment-Code of Virginia ? 2741. 
-It has recently been decided in the Circuit Court of Appeals, in 
Clinchfield Coal Corporation v. Steinman, 223 Fed. 743, which arose 
under ? 2741 of the Virginia Code, that in an action of ejectment 
the plaintiff may show a common source through an equitable title. 
The court said: "In Marback v. Holmes, 105 Va. 178, the rule of 
common source was applied where it was shown by the record of a 
suit to which the defendant was a party that he had set up the equi- 
table claim of specific performance against his- father, from whom 
the plaintiff derived title. The defendant, however, relies upon the 
later case of Charles v. Hurley, 110 Va. 27, as overruling the earlier 
case, and holding that the rule of common source does not apply 
where the defendant claims under an equitable title. We do not 
think the decision bears that construction. The main fact in the 
case was that the testimony relied on to prove the common source 
was altogether parol. The legal conclusion was that parol evidence 
alone was not sufficient to show the common source, because the 
Virginia statute requires a writing and excludes parol testimony as 

proof of such an equitable title as would defeat an action by a vendor 
or one holding the legal title under him. This we venture to think 
is the plain limitation of the decision. Nothing short of the clearest 

language would warrant this court in concluding that the Virginia 
court intended to overrule its former decisions and establish a new 
rule inconsistent with precedent and reason. The rule contended 
for by the defendant would mean that, if A bought from B, he could 
not recover from C, who had subsequently entered under a contract 
to. purchase the land from B, without tracing B's title back to the 
state." 

Acknowledgment of Deeds-Contents of Certificate.-Code Va. 
1887, ? 2500, authorizing the clerk of court to take in his office ac- 

knowledgments of deeds, does not require that the acknowledgment 
shall recite that it has taken in the clerk's office, and where an ac- 

knowledgment does not affirmatively show that fact, it will be pre- 
sumed that the clerk did his duty and took the acknowledgment in 
his office, and can not be impeached by his testimony that he some- 
times took acknowledgments out of his office. Clinchfield Coal Cor- 
poration v. Steinman (C. C. A.), 223 Fed. Rep. 743. 

The court said: "The statute does not require that the acknowl- 

edgment should contain the statement that it was taken in the clerk's 
office; and the presumption is that the officer did his duty and took 
it in his office. Hassler's Lessee v. King, 9 Gratt. 115; Peyton v. 
Carr's Ex., 85 Va. 456. Testimony of the clerk that he sometimes 
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